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May 2, 2018

Scott Reynolds

City of Redmond

15670 NE 85" Street
Redmond, WA 98073-9710

SUBJECT: Response to Second Request for Additional Information
Holmgren Short Plat, LAND 2017-00548
SEPA File Number SEPA-2017-00574

Scott,

Thank you for the comments on the Holmgren Short Plat submittal March 30, 2018. We have addressed
the comments as described below in the italicized responses.

The following items are included with this submittal for your review:

Plans

SEPA Checklist

Critical Areas Determination Report — Wetland Resources, May 3, 2018
Holmgren Final Submittal Cover Letter

Arborist Report — Greenforest Incorporated, May 2, 2018

Preliminary Storm Drainage Report — Core Design, Inc., November 14, 2017

I. Planning-Development Review

1. SEPA
a) General Note: A revised SEPA Checklist addressing the redline corrections from the third request
additional information, dated 6/20/2017, has not been provided. Please review and update SEPA
checklist as applicable to ensure information is updated and accurate.

Response: The applicant has updated the SEPA checklist based on facts and evidence provided to the
City regarding the proposal and application. Items regarding critical areas remain unchanged for the
reasons stated in the applicant's cover letter, Wetland Resources Critical Area Report, and prior
submissions establishing there are no critical areas on the project site.

2. PROJECT
a) Critical Area Report: The previously submitted report shall be updated to address all information
related to streams, wetlands, and pipe installation. This includes the extent of the pipe, possible
presence of wetlands and any stream information and neighbor s provided information. The Critical
Areas Report shall be submitted in accordance with the City' s reporting requirements as outlined in
Redmond Zoning Code Appendix A.
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Response: The report has been modified in areas we believed needed to be clarified and/or modified
based on additional findings and evidence. Since no critical area has been found to be on the property
by our certified biologist, Redmond Zoning Code Appendix A does not apply.

b) Landscaping Buffer (L2.01): Landscaping buffer has not been fully addressed. A proposed
retaining wall is not justification to move the landscaping away from the perimeter of the site as
required per RZC 21.08.180.F.2.b.i. Ensure the 5-foot landscaping buffer is located along the
perimeter of the subdivision and make any necessary redesign to accommodate other primary design
constraints.

Response: Landscape buffer has been revised to be along the property line.

c) Private Wells (C5.01): What appears to be a well buffer is drawn on the sheet C5.01 yet no call
out has been provided. If this is the case, please show the Well buffer- in compliance with WAC 173-
160 - 171 and state the origin of this information on the sheet C5.01.

Response: Circle removed from drawing. No record of well was found.

d) Arborist report: Since Tree 8335 is not going to remain, confirmation from the arborist within the
report will need to be if Tree 8334 and 8333 will be stable with the removal of Tree 8335. Staff could
not find the memo stated in the response to the third add information request. Please provide an
updated Arborist report that includes the arborist guarantee regarding Tree 8334 & 8333 within an
updated arborist report and not separate memo.

Response: The Arborist report has been updated and is provided with this resubmittal as a separate
document addressing this concern. See page 4 of the Arborist Report.

C. COURTESY NOTICES
a) See associated red lines for more information.

Response: The redline documents have been evaluated and points incorporated or not incorporated as
appropriate.

I1. Engineering and Transportation
1. PROJECT

a) Sheet C4.01/C7.0I- Revise the Sight Distance Triangles - The sight distance triangle on the private
road can be 20' by 65', but it requires 20" by 100" along NE 5Ist Street.

Response: See sheets for revised Sight Distance Triangles.

b) Sheet C4.0 I - Easement - is the PSE easement overlapping with the City' s easement? Private
easement needs to be subordinated or removed per RZC 21.52.030.F.
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Response: We believe Ref 21.52.030F was in error and the reviewer meant 21.52.030."'G"". However,
this section refers to a public road. The access road proposed is a private road and not a public right of
way. Subordination should not be required.

c) Sheet C4.0l - Install I-2"and 1-3" PVVC conduit from west of improved driveway to near existing
utility pole near east end of parcel 1425059114 . This will be part of relocating existing COR intersect
that is currently overhead. Terminate conduit in type | j-box at either end.

Response: See Sheet C4.01 for J-box and conduit lines.

1. Utilities - Sewer and Water
2. PROJECT

a) C1.03. The City should have fire access; utility (water and sewer) and utility access easements in
the same footprint of private access easement if possible.

Response: Added note to drawings, sheet C3.31.

b) C1.03. Show other private utility lines, such as , power, gas and communication conduits. All
other utilities shall be 10 feet away from City water main and sewer main.

Response: Per meeting with City staff on April 27", the utility separations as shown on the road
section on sheet C3.31, were approved by Lisa Rigg.

c) Cb5.01. Water main shall be 10" away from new storm pipe or other private utilities per COR
Design Requirements Section 1VV3(e). Horizontal clearances of less than 10 feet may be considered
and approved by Tech Committee.
Response: Per meeting with City staff on April 27", the utility separations as shown on the road
section on sheet C3.31, were approved by Lisa Rigg. Confirmation was provided at this meeting that

TECH approval was not required.

d) Cb5.01. Minimum separation between water main and sewer main shall be 10 feet per DOE
requirements.

Response: Included a minor bend to ensure 10 feet separation.

e) Cb5.01. Sewer main must be located under paved road per COR Design Requirements Section
V3(a).

Response: Sewer revised to be under paved road section.
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f) C5.01. Sewer easement at the SS MH#3 needs to be revised as shown in redline. The minimum
distance from easement line to the manhole shall be 10 feet.

Response: Revised easement as requested.
g) Cb5.01. Finished 1st floor elevation for Lot #1 and Lot #2 are too low for gravity sewer to be
achieved. Solutions: (1). fill the site and make site elevation higher than side sewer. (2). use grinder

pumps for Lot #1 and Lot #2 sewer.

Response: The lower pad elevation represents the yard area below the deck on the house. Sewer
service from this pad is not required.

h) C5.01. Show all crossing utilities, such as gas and storm pipe as shown in redline.
Response: Crossings shown in plan and profile, see sheets C5.01 and C5.21.
C. COURTESY NOTICES
a) Isthe existing utility easement in Lot #2 a private sewer easement (see redline)? It needs to be
vacated before CCR is approved.
Response: Existing easement is granted to the City of Redmond and we anticipate the city will release
the easement upon the developer providing a system that will route the drainage to the east through the

proposed plat. We are unsure of the purpose of the easement.

b) C1 .03. Private access and utility easements are still required for utility connections crossing
multiple lots.

Response: All easements shown, see sheet C1.03 for plan view and sheet C3.31 shown in section view.
c) CL1.03. The City is requesting that any private easements be subordinated to City easements.

Response: The proposed easement for both water/sewer will be granted on the City of Redmond utility
forms.

d) C1.03. The existing PSE gas line may need to be relocated to allow for adequate utility spacing.

Response: Per meeting with City staff on April 27", the utility separations as shown on the road
section on sheet C3.31, were approved by Lisa Rigg. Existing gas is to remain.

1V. Stormwater, Clearing and Grading
1. SEPA

a) Checklist item B (e) still shows a fill quantity of 6,000 sf, it should be cubic yards.

Response: Revised to Cubic Yards. See revised SEPA.

\\fileser"\CAD\ACAD\2017\17008\Submittals\2018-05-10 Short Plat Resubmittal\Holmgren Short Plat Response Letter.docx



May 2, 2018 Scott Reynolds Page 5

b) Page 10 item 3 has a response that is unclear, several typos perhaps.
Response: Response has been updated and typos removed. See revised SEPA.

c) Page 10 item d needs to state what stormwater BMPs will be used to control water quality and
flow rate. Just explain what the storm vault will accomplish.

Response: Added, see revised SEPA.

2. PROJECT
a) The grading by the storm vault appears to exceed the 3 to 1 maximum steepness.

Response: Grading has been revised to be 3:1 max. Called out as such as well. See sheet C3.01.

b) The storm pipe in the entry road appears to lie 3 feet from the gas pipe, the separation should be 5
feet.

Response: Per meeting with City staff on April 27", the utility separations as shown on the road
section on sheet C3.31, were approved by Lisa Rigg.

c) Show the existing perforated pipe to be removed. The storm report should discuss how the
proposed perforated pipe will provide for the loss of the existing pipe.

Response: Location of the existing perf. Pipe is unknown. Notation added to plan for contractor to
locate prior to construction and verify connection with engineer of record. This note will also be
shown on the final engineering design. Discussion added to the Upstream condition section, 4(B), of
the Storm Drainage Report.

d) The proposed rockery with geogrid needs to be a different wall type. There is no way to access
the site after house construction with the heavy equipment needed in the future to adjust the rocks that
shift.

Response: “Rockery” removed from wall callout. At the time of final design, a wall material will be
specified that meets the city requirements. A rockery will not be used.

Sincerely,

Principal, Senior Project Manager.
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CR HOME BUILDERS LLC

May 4, 2018

City of Redmond

c/o Scott Reynolds, Planner
15670 NE 85" Street
Redmond, WA 98052

RE: Holmgren Short Plat, LAND-2017-00548,
SEPA-2017-00574
Final Submittal

Dear. Mr. Reynolds,

Enclosed please find the Applicant’s sixth submittal for preliminary approval of the above-
referenced short plat application. This submittal package particularly responds the City’s Fourth
Request for Additional Information. The application package is complete (and in our view has
been complete for some time), and the enclosed constitutes the Applicant’s final submittal.

The Applicant has responded to all City comments raised in the City’s Requests for Additional
Information over the last year, and we formally request that the Application be promptly
submitted to the Technical Committee for a final decision.

The Applicant requests and expects that any issues that City staff believes are unresolved will be
put to the Technical Committee for determination, whether by approval, denial, or appropriate
conditions.

The City’s Fourth Request for Additional Information identifies the following four issues:

1. Critical Area Report — The City proposes redlines to a report by the Applicant’s
ecologist, who has concluded there is no critical area on the site. The ecologist has
considered the City’s comments and made appropriate minor revisions, reaching the same
conclusion that there is no critical area.

2. Landscaping Buffer — The City contends the landscaping buffer is not compliant in the
area of a proposed retaining wall, which the Applicant has previously indicated provides
the visual screening intended by code. The landscape buffering has been addressed in
prior submittals, and the City’s final comment focusing on the retaining wall area is
resolved in the enclosed package.



3. Private Wells — The City requests a call-out of a well buffer for a well that the applicant
has confirmed based on King County Water and Land Services coordinates does not
extend to the subject property, if such well exists. This comment is resolved in the
enclosed package (we removed the well buffer shown on the last plan set submitted).

4. Arborist Report — The City requests arborist confirmation that Trees 8334 and 8333 will
be stable with the removal of Tree 8335. This comment is resolved in the enclosed
package.

The Critical Area Report has been particular point of emphasis in our correspondence leading up
to this submittal. The Critical Area Report is generally updated to address certain City
comments, though not all of the City’s suggested “redlines” are included for the reasons stated in
the Report and in this letter. The Report is the work product of a qualified ecologist, Scott
Brainard of Wetland Resources Environmental Consulting, and is based on the ecologist’s
independent professional research, observations, studies, and analysis. The ecologist has
concluded—and confirmed after reviewing and evaluating additional information—that there is
no Critical Area on the property. The City’s suggested “redlines” based on information from the
neighbors do not change that conclusion or the data and analysis supporting it.

The information in Mr. Brainard’s report aptly addresses any suggestion of a critical area/stream
on the property. That suggestion comes primarily from residents of a neighboring property,
whose prior owners crushed an existing drain pipe on the subject Holmgren Property while
bulldozing to create drainage for a new residential development in place of an apple orchard. We
do not know when videos were taken by the neighbors or under what circumstances, but the
Holmgren property resident’s narrative about the broken existing drainage pipe readily explains
running surface water, and we have no credible information undermining the facts, data, and
expert analysis provided by the Applicant’s biologist or Holmgren family. Mr. Brainard’s report
and conclusions refute any suggestion of a stream and are supported not only by field testing and
analysis of historical City and County records—including the City’s confirmation of only a Class
5 (no stream) drainage in the 1992 Wickman Short Plat, as well as aerial imaging dating back
over 80 years showing no observable stream east or west of the site—but also a detailed narrative
by a prior long-time resident of the Holmgren property. That first-hand historical account
confirms the area in question has historically been dry, mowable in tennis shoes, and even
suitable for storing fire wood. Ms. Holmgren explained that the neighbor broke the existing
drainage pipe in the area that is now suggested as a possible stream. She also described the
vegetation and re-clearing of the area later when her father was injured, and ultimately the direct
replacement of the existing broken pipe to its pre-existing condition.

The Applicant has carried any reasonably conceivable burden of establishing there is no critical
area on the site. Appendix 1 to the City of Redmond Zoning Code, governing critical areas,
applies only to “sites containing critical areas,” and the data clearly establishes such
requirements are not applicable here. The information provided in the Wetland Resources report
is consistent, credible, and detailed, and relies on qualified expert opinion, historical
documentation, and a direct account from the property’s longtime prior resident.

Should the City or an opponent of the application disagree with the conclusion that there is no
critical area on the site, the opponent bears the burden of demonstrating a significant adverse



environmental impact, whether through its own report or otherwise. A substantial body of
Washington law supports approval of the Application and imposes a substantial burden on such
an opponent; once prima facie compliance with SEPA requirements is demonstrated, the burden
shifts to the challenger to demonstrate deficiencies." Regardless, the appropriate forum for
determination of the Application now lies with the Technical Committee, and the Applicant
requests that the matter be submitted for decision.

The Applicant has addressed all City comments in multiple rounds of review, and the matter
must be put to a decision. This application was filed and determined by the City to be
complete in June 2017. This application has been pending for nearly a year, much longer than
the 30-day requirement for action on a preliminary plat (see RMC 21.76.040(D)(1) (“Decisions
on short plat approval and final plat approval shall not exceed 30 days”)), even with time
recognized for reasonable modification and correction. It is well-established in Washington that
a municipality may not delay development by inaction on a proposed preliminary short plat, and
an applicant’s right to prompt action on an application is enforceable by mandamus.” After this
sixth resubmittal, we are prepared to pursue enforcement of the right to a determination, though
we are confident the City shares our desire for a decision so the project may either proceed or be
submitted to a Hearing Examiner as appropriate.

Thank you for your efforts on this matter. We look forward to receiving the Technical
Committee’s decision on the application.

Ja(mes R. Lynch
General Counsel
Murray Franklyn Family of Companies

! See, e.g., Moss v. City of Bellingham, 109 Wn.App. 6, 31 P.3d 703 (2001) (rejecting challenge to SEPA DNS/MDNS
and preliminary plat approval of 79-acre, 172-lot subdivision with on-site two creeks, finding the challengers failed
to cite facts and evidence in the record demonstrating clear error).

? See Norco Constr. v. King County, 29 Wn.App. 179, 627 P.2d 988 (1981) (“Although mandamus will not lie to
control the exercise of discretion, it will lie to require that discretion be exercised”); aff'd 97 Wn.2d 680, 649 P.2d
103 (1982) (“The statute demonstrates a clear determination to hold units of local government within responsible
bounds of timeliness in dealing with land use issues”); Westmark Dev. Corp. v. City of Burien, 140 Wn.App. 540, 166
P.3d 813 (2007) (affirming award of common law damages resulting from City’s failure to issue timely SEPA
determination).
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region

Project/Site: Holmgren City/County: Redmond/King Sampling Date: 10/20/2016
Applicant/Owner: CR Home Builders, LLC State: WA Sampling Point: S1
Investigator(s): SB Section, Township, Range: 14, 25N, 5E, W.M.
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): hillslope Local relief (concave, convex, none): concave Slope (%): >5%
Subregion (LRR): LRR A Lat: 47.656802 Long: -122.125498 Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: Alderwood gravelly sandy loam, 8 to 15% slopes NWI classification: None
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes[l No@ (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation J:L Soil J:L or Hydrology D significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yelel No|:|
Are Vegetation J:L Soil J:L or Hydrology J:L naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes@ NOE Is the Sampled Area
cvﬁlr:njﬂly:zi)egn;?Present? :EH EZE within a Wetland? Yes|:| NOE'

Remarks:

Observed rainfall 10/2016 - 10.58"

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratur.n (Plot size: 10m % Cover Species? Status | \umber of Dominant Species
1. Thuja plicata 10 Y Fac That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
2. Pseudotsuga menziesii 10 Y FacU )
Total Number of Dominant

3. Acer macrophyllym 10 Y FacU Species Across All Strata: 7 (B)
4

30 Percent of Dominant Species

, _ SY  =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 42 (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum  (Plot size: 10m
1. Oemleria cerasiformis 20 Y FacU Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Gaultheria shallon 10 Y FacU Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3 OBL species 0O x1=0
4. FACW species 90 x2= 180
5 FAC species 10 x3= 30

30 = Total Cover FACU species 50 x4= 200
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 1m UPL species 5= 0

1 k3
1. Agrostis sp. S0 Y FacW  ooymn Totals: 150 (A) 410 ®)
2. Ranunculs repens 40 Y Facw
3 Prevalence Index =B/A= 2.7
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. I:l Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. |:| Dominance Test is >50%
7. [2] Prevalence Index is <3.0°
8. |:| Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
9 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
1'0 [C] wetland Non-Vascular Plants’
11' I:l Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
. I . .
90 = Total Cover Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

. . be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:

1.
2.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
= Total Cover Present? Yes@ No|:|

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

Remarks:

Plot taken in lawn - Listed trees and shrubs are at the outer edge of plot. *Status ranges from FacU to FacW

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast — Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: S1

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
0-10 10YR 3/1 100 sl

10-18+ 10YR 3/3 95 sl

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

®Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

|| Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

|| Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

[] 2 cm Muck (A10)

] Red Parent Material (TF2)

|:| Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
|:| Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?  Yes| | No[]

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

[] surface water (A1)

[] High Water Table (A2)

[] saturation (A3)

[] water Marks (B1)

I:l Sediment Deposits (B2)

[] orift Deposits (B3)

[] Aigal Mat or Crust (B4)

I:l Iron Deposits (B5)

[] surface Soil Cracks (B6)

I:l Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

I:l Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

I:l Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA

1, 2, 4A, and 4B)
[ sait crust (811)
I:l Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
I:l Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

I:I Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,
4A, and 4B)

I:l Drainage Patterns (B10)

D Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

I:l Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

I:l Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) I:I Geomorphic Position (D2)

I:l Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

I:l Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
I:l Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)
I:l Other (Explain in Remarks)

[ shallow Aquitard (D3)

] FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

I:l Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
I:I Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? YesD
Water Table Present?

YesD
Saturation Present? YesD
(includes capillary fringe)

NoIEl Depth (inches):
NOEI Depth (inches):
NOEI Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes[ | No[C]

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge,

monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region

Project/Site: Holmgren

City/County: Redmond/King

Applicant/Owner: CR Home Builders, LLC

Sampling Date: 10/20/2016

State: WA Sampling Point: S2

Investigator(s): SB

Section, Township, Range: 14, 25N, 5E, W.M.

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): hillslope
Subregion (LRR): LRR A

Lat: 47.656802

Local relief (concave, convex, none): cOncave
Long: -122.125498

Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: Alderwood gravelly sandy loam, 8 to 15% slopes

NWI classification: _None

Slope (%): >5%

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes[l No@ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation J:L Soil J:L or Hydrology D significantly disturbed?
Are Vegetation J:L Soil J:L or Hydrology J:L naturally problematic?

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yelel No|:|

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes@ No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes NoEl

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

Yes|:| No@

Remarks:

Observed rainfall 10/2016 - 10.58"

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

10 Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratur.n (Plot size: 1Um % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species
1. Thuja plicata 40 Y Fac That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 4 (B)
4
20 Percent of Dominant Species
, _ Y =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum  (Plot size: 10m
1. Rubus armeniacus 20 Y Fac Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species x1=0
4. FACW species x2=0
5. FAC species x3=0
20 = Total Cover FACU species x4=0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: UPL species x5=10
1 k3
1. AQrostis sp. 50 Y FacW® | column Totals: 0 @A) O B8)
2. Ranunculs repens 40 Y Facw
3 Prevalence Index =B/A= 2.7
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. I:l Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. @ Dominance Test is >50%
7. [] Prevalence Index is <3.0°
8. |:| Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
9 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
1'0 [C] wetland Non-Vascular Plants’
11' I:l Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
' 90 B "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
! ) 2 =Total Cover be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:
1.
Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation
= Total Cover Present? Yes@ No|:|
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

Remarks:

Plot taken in lawn just upslope of large cedar tree - *Status ranges from FacU to FacwW

US Army Corps of Engineers

Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast — Version 2.0




SOIL

Sampling Point: S2

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
0-9 10YR 3/1 100 sl

9-18+ 10YR 3/3 100 sl

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

®Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

|| Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

|| Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

[] 2 cm Muck (A10)

] Red Parent Material (TF2)

|:| Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
|:| Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?  Yes| | No[]

Remarks:

Redoximorphic features are likely relic and associated with historic disturbance. Matrix color does not indicated hydric

soil conditions.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

[] surface water (A1)

[] High Water Table (A2)

[] saturation (A3)

[] water Marks (B1)

I:l Sediment Deposits (B2)

[] orift Deposits (B3)

[] Aigal Mat or Crust (B4)

I:l Iron Deposits (B5)

[] surface Soil Cracks (B6)

I:l Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

I:l Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

I:l Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA

1, 2, 4A, and 4B)
[ sait crust (811)
I:l Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
I:l Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

I:I Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,
4A, and 4B)

I:l Drainage Patterns (B10)

D Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

I:l Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

I:l Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) I:I Geomorphic Position (D2)

I:l Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

I:l Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
I:l Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)
I:l Other (Explain in Remarks)

[ shallow Aquitard (D3)

] FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

I:l Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
I:I Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? YesD
Water Table Present? YesD
Saturation Present? YesD

(includes capillary fringe)

NoIEl Depth (inches):
NOEI Depth (inches):
NOEI Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes[ | No[C]

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge,

monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region

Project/Site: Holmgren City/County: Redmond/King Sampling Date: 10/20/2016
Applicant/Owner: CR Home Builders, LLC State: WA Sampling Point: S3
Investigator(s): SB Section, Township, Range: 14, 25N, 5E, W.M.
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): hillslope Local relief (concave, convex, none): concave Slope (%): >5%
Subregion (LRR): LRR A Lat: 47.656802 Long: -122.125498 Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: Alderwood gravelly sandy loam, 8 to 15% slopes NWI classification: None
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes[l No@ (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation J:L Soil EL or Hydrology D significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yelel No|:|
Are Vegetation J:L Soil J:L or Hydrology J:L naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes@ NOE Is the Sampled Area
cvﬁlr:njﬂly:zi)egn;?Present? :EH EZE within a Wetland? Yes|:| NOE'

Remarks:

Soils was disturbed by the replacement of pipe. Vegetation has reestablished. Based on historic piping, hydrology is
consistent with pre-existing condition.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratur.n (Plot size: 10m % Cover Species? Status | \umber of Dominant Species
1. Thuja plicata 30 Y Fac That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 4 (A)
2. Acer macrophyllum 30 Y FacU )
Total Number of Dominant

3. Species Across All Strata: 6 (B)
4.

60 Percent of Dominant Species

, _ SY  =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 66 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum  (Plot size: 10m
1. Rubus armeniacus 20 Y Fac Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Bamboo 20 Y NI Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species x1=0
4. FACW species x2=0
5 FAC species x3=0
= Total Cover FACU species x4=0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 1m UPL species 5= 0
1. Equisetum arvense 40 Y Facw Column Totals: O (A) 0 ®8)
2. Agrostis sp. 20 Y Facw
3. Prevalence Index =BJ/A =
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. I:l Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
6. @ Dominance Test is >50%
7. [] Prevalence Index is <3.0°
8. |:| Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
9 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
1'0 [C] wetland Non-Vascular Plants’
11' I:l Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
. I . .
90 = Total Cover Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

. . be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:

1.
2.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
= Total Cover Present? Yes@ No|:|

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

Remarks:

Plot taken downslope single western red cedar. Maple growing near bottom of depression.

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast — Version 2.0



SOIL
Sampling Point: S3

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
0-18" 10YR 3/1 mixed Mixed with drainrock

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. ®Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils*:

|| Histosol (A1) : Sandy Redox (S5) D 2 cm Muck (A10)

|| Histic Epipedon (A2) : Stripped Matrix (S6) |:| Red Parent Material (TF2)

|| Black Histic (A3) ; Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) |:| Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) |_| Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) |:| Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) || Depleted Matrix (F3)

| | Thick Dark Surface (A12) || Redox Dark Surface (F6) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
|| Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) || Depleted Dark Surface (F7) wetland hydrology must be present,
| | Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) || Redox Depressions (F8) unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present?  Yes| | No[]
Remarks:

Soil pit was drain rock to greater than 18". Observed soil colors noted above appear to be associated with topsoil
placed as a planting medium.

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
I:l Surface Water (A1) I:l Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA I:I Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,
I:l High Water Table (A2) 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 4A, and 4B)
I:l Saturation (A3) I:l Salt Crust (B11) I:l Drainage Patterns (B10)
I:l Water Marks (B1) I:l Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) D Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
I:l Sediment Deposits (B2) I:l Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) I:l Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
I:l Drift Deposits (B3) I:l Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) I:I Geomorphic Position (D2)
I:l Algal Mat or Crust (B4) I:l Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) I:I Shallow Aquitard (D3)
I:l Iron Deposits (B5) I:l Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) I:l FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
I:l Surface Soil Cracks (B6) I:l Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) I:l Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)
I:l Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) I:l Other (Explain in Remarks) I:I Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

I:l Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? YesD NoIEl Depth (inches):

Water Table Present? YesD NOEI Depth (inches):

Saturation Present? YesD NOEI Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes|:| NoEl
(includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:
Soils in pit were moist

US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast — Version 2.0
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